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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is directed towards tlie Applicant's response filed May 1 3, 
2008. Claims 1 and 57-75 remain pending and have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed May 13, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding the Williams reference: 

a. ) The applicant argues that claim 1 may be distinguished from the teachings of 
Williams et al. US 5,815,657 (henceforth Williams) by asserting that Williams fails to 
teach the feature recited by claim 1 of obtaining electronic signals representing a 
request for transactional assurance based on a transaction involving a subscriber. The 
Applicant argues that the cited portion of Williams: (cited to fig. 29, col. 13 line 40-col. 
14 line 23) merely teaches a payment manager that that acts as a conduit for directing 
requests for payment from a Merchant to a customer. Yet the cited sections of Williams 
also teach receipt of certificate information from a customer wallet manager, which 
constitutes assurance of intent and an ability to pay. The Merchant makes a request for 
payment authorization, which reads on a reasonably broad interpretation of the claim 
language of a request for transaction assurance. 

b. ) The Applicant argues that there is no teaching in Williams of making a 
determination of whether to provide the requested transactional assurance based on at 
least the subscriber assurance, as is recited in claim 1 . Yet the Payment manager will 
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not provide payment autliorization if tliere is no receipt of a certificate message from tlie 
consumer. Tliis reads on a reasonably broad interpretation of tlie claim language of a 
"determination". 

c. ) The Applicant argues that Williams also fails to disclose issuing electronic 
signals representing transactional assurance to a relying party as recited in claim 1 . The 
applicant asserts that Williams cannot be construed to teach such since the payment 
manager is not configured to make a determination as to the authenticity of the client's 
certificate. Such a feature is not found in the applicant's claim language, and such was 
not asserted by the Examiner to be a feature of Williams. The Payment manager of 
Williams will not authorize payment absent receipt of the customer's certificate. 
Additional support for this anticipation rejection is found in col. 13 lines 47-50 where 
Williams describes the functions of the payment manager as commuSnicating with the 
consumer to authorize and complete the payment request from a merchant. Williams 
separates these steps of authorization and payment, and as such the authorization step 
reads on the claim language of "assurance". It is the customer providing the assurance 
in Williams, not the payment manager, by virtue of authorizing the transaction, sending 
a certificate in support of such. The applicant's attention is called also to fig. 5 elements 
575, 576 where a message (hence electronic signals) representing payment 
authorization is sent to the merchant. This reads on an assurance message (electronic 
signals) being sent. 

d. ) The applicant asserts that Williams fails to teach creating a reliance request 
message specifying at least one aspect of the transaction, as recited by claim 63. The 
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Examiner again maintains tliat tlie payment request received by tlie payment manager 
reads on a reasonably broad interpretation of tlie claim language since the payment 
request message does contain information regarding at least one aspect of the 
transaction. Fig. 5 element 540 shows such a payment request message containing, for 
example, a Goods and Services Order (GSO). 

Regarding the Donner reference: 

a.) The Applicant argues that Donner fails to teach each of the limitations of claim 
1 . However, Donner was only used in the rejection of claim 1 to teach the feature of a 
transactional financial assurance that is not a payment request or a payment 
authorization of the transaction itself. However, in the cited portions of Donner: 
(Abstract, page 2 lines 55-58, page 3 lines 9-13) where financial assurance in the form 
of available credit data is ascertained prior to completion of a financial transaction is 
obtained. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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4. Claims 1 , 57-61 , 63-71 , 73, and 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Williams et al., US 5,81 5,657, and Donner et al., European Patent 
Application, Publication Number: 0 512 702 A2, Published on November 11, 1992. 

As for claim 1 , Williams et al. teaches a method of managing reliance in an 
electronic transaction system (Abstract) the method comprising: obtaining electronic 
signals representing subscriber assurance of an attribute of a subscriber to the system 
(fig. 29), the subscriber assurance issued by a certification authority (fig. 30, col. 11 
lines 30-37, col. 36 lines 63-67, col. 37 lines 1-12): obtaining electronic signals 
representing a request for transactional assurance based on at least the subscriber 
assurance based on a transaction involving the subscriber (col. 13 line 40 through col. 
14 line 23: the Payment Manager receives the request for transactional assurance (i.e., 
authorization to pay or payment) from the merchant, and receives certificate information 
from the user (user's wallet manager)); determining whether to provide the requested 
transactional assurance, based on at least the subscriber assurance (col. 13 line 40 
through col. 14 line 23: the Payment Manager receives the request for transactional 
assurance (i.e., authorization to pay or payment) from the merchant, and receives 
certificate information from the user (user's wallet manager)) ; and, depending on the 
said determining, issuing electronic signals representing transactional assurance to the 
relying party (fig. 34: Payment Window). Williams fails to teach a transactional financial 
assurance that is not a payment request or a payment authorization of the transaction 
itself. However, Donner does teach this step (Abstract, page 2 lines 55-58, page 3 lines 
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9-13). Therefore it would liave been obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in tlie art at tlie time 
tlie invention was made to incorporate tliis step into tlie system of Williams. It would be 
desirable to do so as such an assurance prevents extraneous payment authorization or 
payment requests from being transmitted. 

As for claim 57, Williams teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the subscriber 
assurance comprises (a) an identification assurance of the identity of the subscriber, or 
(b) an authorization assurance of authorization of the subscriber, or (c) both (a) and (b) 
(col. 13 line 41 through col. 14 line 6: Payment Manager receives a user certificate 
containing I.D. information). 

As for claim 58, Williams teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the subscriber 
assurance comprises electronic signals representing a certificate (col. 13 line 41 
through col. 14 line 6: Payment Manager receives a user certificate containing I.D. 
information). 

As for claim 59, Williams teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the determining 
is based also on information provided by the relying party (col. 13 line 41 through col. 14 
line 6: Payment Manager receives a user certificate containing I.D. information and 
certificate information from the Merchant). 
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As for claim 60, Williams teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the request for 
transactional assurance comes from the relying party (col. 13 lines 40-53: Merchant 
payment request also contains financial assurance information such as the merchant 
certificate sent to the payment manager). 

As for claim 61 , Williams teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the request for 
transactional assurance includes a request for a guarantee of an aspect of the 
transaction and comprising (col. 13 lines 40-50: Merchant sends transaction details and 
his certificate): validating information in the request for transaction financial assurance 
to determine whether to provide the guarantee for the aspect of the transaction (col. 1 6 
lines 19-25: Merchant is verified); and sending electronic signals representing an 
indication of whether the aspect of the transaction will be guaranteed (col. 16 lines 19- 
25: a message is sent as to whether Merchant is verified or not, and therefore whether 
payment will be made of not). 

Claims 63-71, 73 and 74 are directed towards a computer program that directs a 
computer to carry out the method steps of claims 1 and 57-61 . Claims 63-75 contain 
substantially the same limitations as claims 1 and 57-62. Therefore claims 63-75 are 
rejected on the same basis as claims 1 and 57-61 . 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 62, 72, and 75 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul E. Callahan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3869. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 9 to 5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Emmanuel Moise, can be reached on (571) 272-3865. The fax phone 
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number for the organization wliere tliis application or proceeding is assigned is: (571) 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Paul Callahan/ 
August 15, 2008 



/Emmanuel L. Moise/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2137 



